UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCUI T

No. 03-4309

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Plaintiff - Appell ee,

ver sus

GREGCRY LAVETTE YOUNG

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
South Carolina, at Spartanburg. Margaret B. Seynour, District
Judge. (CR-02-606)

Submitted: COctober 20, 2003 Deci ded: November 17, 2003

Before M CHAEL and MOTZ, CGircuit Judges, and HAMLTON, Seni or
Crcuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opi nion.

James Barlow Loggins, Assi st ant Feder al Public Defender,
Greenville, South Carolina, for Appellant. | saac Loui s Johnson,
Jr., OFFICE OF THE UNI TED STATES ATTORNEY, Geenville, South
Carolina, for Appellee.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM
Gregory Lavette Young appeal s his conviction and sentence for
a violation of 18 U S C. § 2113(a) (2000). Young s attorney has

filed a brief in accordance with Anders v. California, 386 U S. 738

(1967) . Al t hough counsel states that there are no neritorious
i ssues for appeal, he chall enges the adequacy of the Fed. R Crim
P. 11 plea colloquy. The Governnent elected not to file a fornal
bri ef. Al though infornmed of his right to file a supplenenta
brief, Young has not done so. In accordance with Anders, we have
consi dered the brief and exam ned the entire record for neritorious
I Ssues.

Young argues that the district court did not conduct an
adequate Fed. R Cim P. 11 plea colloquy. Because Young failed
to object or nove to withdraw his guilty plea, we review his plea

hearing for plain error. United States v. Martinez, 277 F.3d 517,

524-27 (4th Gir.), cert. denied, 537 U.S. 899 (2002).

The record reveal s that the district court explained to Young
the charges against him the maxi mum penalties he faced, the
applicability of the sentencing guidelines, and the various rights
he was waiving by pleading guilty. Young acknow edged his
understanding of the court’s explanation, did not object to the
Governnment’s factual basis for the plea, and stated that he was
satisfied wwth the services of his attorney. Thus, we find that

the district court conducted an adequate Rule 11 plea coll oquy.



I n accordance with Anders, we have reviewed the entire record
on appeal and have found no neritorious issues for appeal. W
therefore affirm Young's conviction and sentence. This court
requires that counsel informhis client, in witing, of his right
to petition the Suprene Court of the United States for further
revi ew. If the client requests that a petition be filed, but
counsel believes that such a petition would be frivolous, then
counsel nmay nove in this court for leave to wthdraw from
representation. Counsel’s notion nust state that a copy thereof
was served on the client.

We dispense with oral argunent because the facts and |ega
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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